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 Productivity of top-10% papers is an increasing function of
the annual award, reaching a peak about $370K and shows
diminishing marginal returns afterward.
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 Total number of publications: 91,814 articles
* Number of top-10% papers: 20,471 (22%)

« Statistical analyses: Pareto plot; productivity
response curve plot; clustering; random
forest regression; bootstrap resampling.

o
©

~

* In contrast, productivity steadily increased with increasing
oroject-years of funding.
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* Portfolio-wide efficiency decreases as the average funding
size increases within portfolio.

Log(Top—10% Papers + 0.1)

* Portfolio metrics: Average award efficiency:
total productivity/total award; Marginal award
efficiency: net increase/decrease per
additional $1M funding to the portfolio. 21
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* The most important predictor of productivity was project-
years of funding, while annual funding was much less
important.
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